Since 2009, resource management agencies throughout much of the United States have required biologists to record a wing damage index (WDI) for bats captured. Interestingly, this requirement preceded publication of the technique (Reichard and Kunz, 2009) (Francl et al., 2011) . Like many biologists, we expected to document numerous bats with severely necrotic wings. Only 4 of 3,419 bats had severe (WDI53) and 47 had moderate (WDI52) damage. Taken alone, this result indicates that either WDI did not provide the easy assessment of the occurrence and severity of WNS across the landscape for which the regulatory community had hoped or that the majority of bats we captured were healthy.
In an effort to further understand the value of the WDI, we attempted to correlate WDI with body mass index (BMI), a surrogate for health in bats, and with distance from infected hibernacula. In their response, Reichard et al. (2011) correctly questioned whether we failed to find a relationship between BMI and WDI scores because our sample included bats of multiple species and bats that were heavier due to full stomachs or pregnancy. The effect of a full stomach or pregnancy might be addressed with larger sample sizes, but our data set is the largest of which we are aware. Even when we accounted for these potential inter-and intraspecific biases, we found no apparent patterns between BMI and WDI. This is not surprising given that Reichard and Kunz (2009) only found such effects for bats with severe wing damage, which were extremely rare in our samples. This rarity perhaps is because these bats die or do not travel far from the roost. We did, however document higher WDI scores close to infected hibernacula.
To some extent, Francl et al. (2011) was obsolete before it was published. Much like Reichard and Kunz (2009), we made our results available to other biologists prior to publication. Partly in response to this effort, WDI is now used by resource agencies to identify bats that should be subjected to more invasive and expensive analyses such as genetic testing (Lorch et al., 2010) for the putative causal organism (Geomyces destructans) or histology to confirm infection (Meteyer et al., 2009) . Our comments about utility of WDI only apply to its use as a proxy for studying large-scale incidence of WNS, and thus do not preclude its use in a more controlled setting or its value as part of a suite of measurements. 
